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Preliminary Statement 


Lawrence Alfano appeals from a judgment of con- 


viction entered in the United States Dist: ':t Court for 


the Eastern Disti'ct of New Yc.. on Lecember 5, 1975 af- 


ter trial before Honorable Orrin G. Judd, United States 
District Judge, and a Jury, for two substantive violations 
of Title 18, United States Code, Section 659. 

Indictment 74 Cr. 818 was filed in the United 


States District Court for the Eastern District of New 


York on December 26, 1974, and charged the Appellant, 


in two counts, with the knowing possession of five air- 
line tickets valued in excess of One Hundred ($100.) Dol- 
lars which were stolen from a shipment moving in inter- 
state commerce, in violation of Title 18, United States 
Code, Section 659. On April 15, 1975, Indictment 75 Cr. 
298 was filed in the United States District Court, super- 
ceding Indictment 74 Cr. 818, and charged the Appellant 
with the same two crimes. 

Trial on Indictment 75 Cr. 298 commenced in the 
United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
New York on October 15, 1975, before Honorable Orrin G. 
Judd, United States District Judge, and a Jury. On Octo- 
ber 22, 1975, the Jury returned a verdict of "Guilty" on 
each of the two counts contained in the indictment. On 
December 5, 1975, the Appellant was sentenced on the ver- 
dict of the Jury to Two (2) Years imprisonment and a fine 
of One Thousand ($1,000.) Dollars on Count One and Two (2) 
Years imprisonment on Count Two, the terms of imprisonment 


to run concurrently each with the other. 


estions Presented 
l. Where an accused is charged with the know- 


ing possession of goods stolen from interstate commerc: 


as 


may proof of the essential elements of the crimes be fur- 
nished solely by documents received in evidence without 


an adequate foundation? 


2. Is evidence of subsequent similar criminal acts 


admissible to establish knowledge of the fact of theft at 


the time of the earlier possession of the tickets? 


The Statement of Facts that follows is set forth 
in a light most favorable to the Government, as is appro- 
priate, and is predicated virtually entirely upon the do- 
cuments received in evidence during the trial since no one 
of the witnesses offered testimony predicated on personal 
knowledge of any of the facts relevant to the issues raised 


by the indictment. 
Statement of Facts 


Rand McNally & Company is engaged in the manu- 
facture of blank ticket stock for airlines and other car- 
riers and-has a plant in Nashville, Tennessee for produc- 


tion of those tickets. (A-13 - A-14).* 
On April 12, 1973, Greenwald Travel Service, lo- 


* References with prefix "A-" are to the Appendix. 
References with prefix "E-" are to the Exhibits. 


cated in Clifton, New Jersey, requisitioned blank ticket 


stock from Rand McNally & Company through the Air Traffic 


Conference of America. (E-11) On May 11, 1973, Bayonne 


Travel Service, located in Bayonne, New Jersey, made 2 


Similar request for blank ticket stock of Rand McNally & 
(E-6) 


Company. 


The blank ticlet stock requisitioned by Green- 


wald Travel Service was received by Wings & Wheels Express, 


‘nc., an air freight forwarder, from Rand McNally & Company 


in Nashville, Tennessee, on April 24th (E-12) and the blank 


ticket stock requisitioned by Bayonne Travel Service was 


received by Wings & Wheels Express, Inc. from Rand McNally 


& Company in Nashville on or about May 25th. (E-7). In 
each instance, Wings & Wheels Express, Inc. seemingly de- 
livered the shipment to Allegheny Airlines, Inc. as air 
freight, the initia! shipment delivered on April 24, 1973 
consigned to Wings & Wheels in Newark, New Jersey, and the 
later shipment delivered on May 25, 1973 consigned to Wings 
& Wheels in Newark, New Jersey. (E-14, E-24, E-25; E-8, 
E-9, E-15). 


On June 5, 1973, Wings & Wheels, Inc. reported 


that the first shipment, or a part of the same, had been 


"stolen from Wings & Wheels Newark Dock morning of April 


26, 1973" and "notified all truckers who were in to [pick 


up] freight that day also called al! travels [sic] agency 


ede 


that we had [deliver d] to from same shipper [freight] 
possible had been [delivered] to wrong [consignee]." 
(E-26) 

Two days later, on June 7, 1973, Wings & Wheels, 
Inc. completed a report indicating that a part of the se- 
cond shipment had disappeared on May 29, 1973, and that 
that portion of the shipment "was [picked "^] and in the 
truck morning ^ ay 25, 1973" but the “trucker notified 
Wings & Wheels office May 29, 1973 stating he could not 
locate [freight] for [delivery]".  (E-10) 

On June 24, 1973, two of the numbered tickets 
contained in the first shipment,--validated on May 5, 1973 
by Central Tours, a travel agency in New York City, for 
round trip passage between New York and Fort Lauderdale, 
Florida, issued in the names of "Mrs. R. Alfano" and "Mr. 
R. Alfano",--were presented for passage on Eastern Air- 
lines. (E-1, E-2) Approximately one month later, on 
July 23, 1973, three of the numbered tickets contained in 
the second shipment,--validated June 25, 1973 by Grimes 
Travel Agency, another travel agency in New York City, for 
round trip passage between New York and Miami, Florida, 


issued in the names of "Mrs. V. Maltese", "Mr. G. Maltese" 


and "Mr. S. Maltese",--were presented for passage on National 


Airlines.  (E-3, E-4, E-5). 


On August 7, 1973, law enforcement officers, act- 


e$. 


ing pursuant to state court orders, overheard and recorded 
a telepnone conversation between the Appellant and a lady 
named "June" in which the participants discussed June's 
intended purchase of airline tickets at a discount from 


a man named "Mike" through a friend of hers named "Wally". 


(E-16, et seq.) During that conversation the Appellant 


advised June to refrain from using "Wally" as the go- 
between, indicating that he was indebted to "Mike" the 
same person from whom the Appellant obtained discount air- 
line tickets. June then asked the Appellant whether, if 
she "get[s] nailed" with the tickets, she would lose the 
money paid for them, to which the Appellant responded that 
"if you try for a refund . . . you lose the ticket" (E-21), 
and, reassuring aer, stated that "just flying with them, 
you got nothing to sweat", indicating that he had "just 
[come] back myself, I took my whole family, and I would 
never do that if I didn't think it was sure". (E-21) As 
well, further reassuring June, the Appellant stated that 
he "sent Stevie, his family, everybody, and nobody had any 
problem."  (E-21) 

On February 24, 1974, the Appellant testified 
under oath before a Grand Jury sitting in the United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of New York (A-94 
- A-95; A-116 - A-133). During that testimony, the Appel- 


lant acknowledged that he and his family had taken an air- 


y 


line trip to Florida in July, 1973, travelling to Fort 
Lauderdale using tickets which the Appellant purchased 

at a discount from one Michael Argondizzo. (A-117 - A-118, 
A-121) During his appearance before the Grand Jury the 
Appellant also acknowledged that he had obtained tickets 
for "Steve Moltese (phonetic)" and "Danny Kilgallon (pho- 


netic)" through "Mike". (A-123 - A-124) 
ARGUMENT 


POINT I 

VIRTUALLY ALL OF THE EVIDENCE SUS- 
TAINING APPELLANT'S CONVICTION WAS 
RECEIVED WITHOUT PROPER FOUNDATION 
The Government called five witnesses to prove 
the Appellant's milt of the two crimes charged in the 
indictment ,--Socrates Georgeades, Assistant Ticket Sales 
Manager for Rand McNally & Company (A-13); George Zacka- 
roff, Day Supervisor for Wings & Wheels, Inc. (A-29 - 
A-30); Frank Scinta, an Investigator for the Air Trans- 
port Association, an airline trade association (A-37 - 
A-38); Elizabeth A. Ng Young, a Grand Jury Reporter (A-94); 
and Howard Brunn, Superintendant of Investigations for 
Eastern Airlines (A-101). 

Not ore of the witnesses called by the Govern- 


ment had any personal knowledge of the subject matter of 


udi 


their testimczy. 


Thus, for example, Socrates Seorgeades, an emp- 


loyee of Rand McNally & Company, identified the five (5) 
tickets bottoming the two counts in the indictment (A-14, 
A-24), indicating that they were manufactured in the Rand 
McNally & Company Plant in Nashville, Tennessee, and iden- 
tified other documents prepared by the Air Traffic Confer- 
ence (A-17, A-25) or Wings & Wheels, Inc. (A-18, A-20, 
A-24), and was then permitted to testify that the docu- 
ments received in evidence over objection as to lack of 
foundation (A-22 - A-24) fairly indicate: "that the ship- 
ment left our plant in Nashville, Tennessee, was picked 
up by Wings & Wheels, shipped by Wings & Wheels to their 
Newark dock, received at the Newark dock snd later--but 
never arrived at the travel agent, apparently the tickets 
were missing, if I can use that word, after they were re- 
ceived in Newark by Wings & Wheels." (A-22; A-25). 
Similarly, George Zackaroff, an employee of 
Wings & Wheels, Inc., was simply shown document? expres- 
sed his familiarity with them (A-32), fairly indicated he 
had no personal knowledge of the documents and was not the 
custodian of them (A-33), but was permitted to read from 
the documents (A-33 - A-35) and testify to his own con- 
clusions from such reading that "they [the documents] rep- 


resent documented proof that we had picked up a piece of 


freight . . . from Rand McNally and moved it through 


as being an air shipment jand] never arrived . . . . " 
(A-31 - A-33). Clearly, Mr. Zackaroff had absolutely no 
knowledge of the events described in the documents (A-33 
- A-36) and was merely reading for emphasis those mat- 
erials received in evidence over objection. 

The identical procedure was followed in the 
"xamination of Frank Scinta, the investigator from the 
Air Traffic Conference, who was permitted to reiterate 
for the benefit of the jury the contents of those docu- 
ments for which he offered no foundation (A-39) and was, 
as well, permitted to testify to the non-receip. of the 
tickets bottoming the two counts in the indictment, al- 
though the testirony was obviously hearsay.  (A-41) 

In virtually every instance an appropriate ob- 
jection was voiced in respect of the hearsay nature of 
the evidence being pr. .^rred, including the absence of 
the requisite foundation for the documents. The rulings 
of the trial court reasonably indicate the absence of any 
reasonable exercise of judicial discretion in determining 
the objections: 

"THE COURT: This is a regu :r 
business report of yours, isn't it?" 

(A-20) 


"MR. ROSNER: According to his 


testimony the document is made out 
by Wings & Wheels. He works for 
Rand McNally. There couldn't be a 
foindation under the business re- 
cords rule. He's not a custodian, 
Las no knowledge of it. 


"THE COURT: I'm certain Wings 
& Wheels is available." (A-21) 


"MR. WKUSNER: I don't think 
there's a proper foundation. 


"THE COURT: Some of them re- 
quire further foundation, but I'11 
receive them with further connec- 
tion." (A-24 - A-25) 


"Q Sir, did there come a time 


when you in your official capacity 
with the Air Transport Associatio 
learned that these tickets did nct 
arrive at the Bayonne Travel Agency? 


"A We received several phone 
calls from various airlines indicat- 
ing-- 


"MR. ROSNER: Objection, unless 
the witness has personal knowledge. 
When he says 'We received,' is n> 
! 3dication-- 


"THE COURT: Sustained. 


"MR. CUNNINGHAM: Might I have 
one moment. 


"THE COURT: Yes. 
(Pause) 
"Q Do you know from your own 
knowledge as to whether or not these 


tickets arrived at the Bayonne Travel 
Agency? 


-10- 


"A I do. 


"Q  Eow did you find cut these 
tickets did not arrive at the agency? 
What steps were taken when the tickets 
did not arrive? 


"MR. ROSNER: Objection. Two ques- 
tions here. 


"THE COURT: Answer the second one 
first. 


"THE WITNESS: Repeat it. 


"Q What steps did you take in 
the no:mal course of events when you've 
been advised that tickets have not ar- 
rived at a travel agency? 


"A We check with our office who 
controls the ticket requisitions, found 
out the signature copy of the ticket 
requisition, which is made by the tra- 
vel agency had not been received. Then 
we contacted Rand McNally, found ou- 
the tickets had been shipped. 

Then we contacted Wings & 
Wheels and found out that the tickets 
had been reported as missing." (A-40 
- A-41) 


* * * 


"MR. ROSNER: Objection, move to 
strike all this testimony on the 
grounds it's all hearsay. 
"THE COURT: I suppose we can 
bring in a bunch of witnesses to es- 
tablish each step, but I'11 overrule 
the objection." (A-42). 
A careful examination of the testimonial evi- 
dence offered by the Government clearly indicates that 


the documents offered to establish the essential elements 


nE p S 


of the crimes charged in the indictment ,--theft, inter- 
State shipment, possession of stolen goods, and knowledge 
of theft at the time of possession,--were received in 
evidence without adequate testimonial foundation, and 

the witnesses were permitted, even invited, to repeat 

the contents of those documents, and extrapolate on the 
contents, as if each witness had personal knowledge of 
the recitals in those documents. 

Rule 602, Federal Rules of Evidence, provides, 
inter alia, that "[a] witness may not testify to a mat- 
ter unless evidence is introduced sufficient to support 
a finding that he has personal knowledge of the matter", 
a provision subsequently amended in the Rules, supra at 


Rule 802, et seq., which simply excludes hearsay evi- 


dence. Rule 803(6) of the Rules, supra, excepts from that 


prohibition records "made at or near the ti < by, or from 
information transmitted by, a person with knowledge, if 
kept in the course of a regularly conducted business acti- 
vity, and if it was the regular practice of that business 
activity to make" the record. That exception is in accord 
with the statutory provision known as "The Federal Shop- 
book Entry Rule, 28 u.S.C. 8 1732, the beneficent pur- 
pose of which has been observed to be "to avoid the nec- 


essity of producing the person who actually participated 


sts 


in the transaction and then tracing through witnesses 
every step", United States v. Re, 336 F.2d 306, 314 (2d 
Cir. 1964), cert.den., 379 U.S. 904, the rationale under- 
lying which is to "permit the admission of business memo- 
randa which impart a circumstantial guarantee of trust- 
worthiness. The test is one of reliability." United 
States v. Hickey, 360 F.2d 127, 143 (7th Cir. 1966). 

To insure satisfaction of "[t]he test. . . of 
reliability", ibid., federal courts have adopted a simple 
yet clear formula for the foundation governing edmissibili- 
ty of such documents: 

"[A]ny writing or record, made as a 


memorandum of any act, transaction, 
occurrence or event, ií made in the 


: ————————É 
ordinary course of one's business 
and ir 1t was the reguiar course of 


such business to make such recor 

at the time or reasonably thereat- 

ter, is admissible as evidence of 

the act, transaction, occurrence or 

event." United States v. Rosenstein, 

474 F.2d 705, 710 (2d Cir. 1973) (En- 

phasis supplied). 
That foundation must, as well, be laid by "someone who is 
sufficiently familiar with the business practice", ibid., and 


"it was insufficient to rely on one who had no direct know- 


ledge of the business practice of the company which kept 


the records." J.Howard Smith, Inc. v. S.S. Maranon, 501 
F.2d 1275, 1278 (2d Cir. 1974). 

In this instance, a criminal prosecution where 
the litigant's liberty was at stake, the prosecution made 
no effort to obtain the testimony of the custodian of the 


+i 


records and offered no preliminary testimony to establish 
that each declarant had familiarity with the business re- 
cords of the company in whose employ he was. As well, 
there was not even the slightest effort to comply with 
the litany for laying the foundation for the records of- 
fered, viz., testimony that the record was made and kept 
in the ordinary course of business, that it was the ordi- 
nary course of business to make and keep such records, 
and that the records were made at or about the time of 
the event recorded. In fact, the trial court's response 
to objections as to this omission fairly conveyed its 
view that such objections were not appropriate, for it 
observed, inter alia, that "I suppose we can bring in a 


bunch of witnesses to establish each step, but I'll over- 


rule the objection." (A-42) 


It is evident from the face of two crucial docu- 
ments received in evidence against the Appellant that at 
least one salient requirement for satisfaction of the test 
of reliability was missing from those documents ,--that the 
entry was made at or about the time of the event, act, trans- 
action reflected in the record. The "Over - Short - Damage 


Report" of Wings & Wheels, Inc. is the only evidence of- 


————— MÀ 


* The trial court's attitude towards evidentiary objec- 
tions can best be gleaned from a ruling on an objection 
made by counsel for the Appellant as to evidence of other 
criminal acts. In overruling the objection, the trial 
court observed, "I don't think your objection is made in 
good faith. * * * * You're trying to hoodwink the 
jury." (A-83 - A-84). 
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fered by the prosecution to establish the fact of theft, 
with one report being offered to establish the fact of 
theft for each count. (E-10, E-26). ‘The first shipment 
of tickets from Rand McNally & Company, apparently des- 
tined for Greenwald Travel Service in Clifton, New Jersey, 
left Rand McNally & Company on about April 24, 1973, and 
were shipped by Allegheny Airlines on or about April 26, 
1973. (E-11, E-12, E-14, E-24, E-25) The second chip- 
ment of tickets, apparently destined for Bayonne Travel 
Agency in Bayonne, New Jersey, left Rand McNally & Co. on 
May 23, 1973 and were shipped by Allegheny Airlines on the 
same date. (E-6 - E-9, E-15). The first shipment must 
therefore have arrived on or about April 26, 1973 and the 


second shipment must have arrived on or about May 23, 1973. 


On June 5, 1975, the "Over - Short - Damage Re»ort" cover- 


ing the iirst shipment was apparently completed, stating 
that "carton stolen from Wings & Wheels Newark dock morning 
of April 26, 1973" (E-26), and two days later, on June 7, 
1973, the report covering the second shipment was apparent- 
ly completed, stating "trucker notified Wings & Wheels of- 
fice May 29, 1973 stating he could not locate [freight] 

for delivery". (E-10). In each instance, the report of- 
fered to establish the fact of theft was completed more 
than one week after the alleged event, by an unknown per- 


son, and the document,--with damning language of theft,-- 


was received withovt any fcundation whatsoever. 


e15- 


While the so-called "Over - Short - Damage Re- 


ports" (E-10, E-26) are the most egregious examples of 
the absence of adequate foundation for admissibility of 
documents,--since they go to the heart of the matter to 
be proved,--virtually all of the documents received in 
evidence to establish the essential elements of theft and 
the interstate character of the shipment lacked adequate 
evidentiary foundation. Thus, the trial was nothing more 
than an appeal fr a government filing cabinet with the 
Appellant deprived of challenging in any way the evidence 


on which the Jury returned its verdict. 


POINT II 


THE EVIDENCE OF SUBSEQUENT CRIMINAL 

ACTS BY APPELL LISH KNOW- 

LEDGE OF THE FACT OF THEFT SHOULD 

NOT HAVE BEEN RECEIVED. 

As previously suggested, the sole evidence of 
theft and the interstate character of the shipments came 
from documents received in evidence without adequate foun- 
dation, while the Appellant's own testimony before the 
Grand Jury furnished sufficient direct and circumstantial 


evidence of possession of the goods. (A-117 - A-125). 


However, crucial to a conviction for the crimes charged 


in the indictment is proof that at the time of possession 


the Appellant “actually knew" that the tickets were stolen 
property. United States v. Fields, 466 F.2d 119, 120 (2d 


«16- 


Cir. 1972). Doubtless, as this Court has observed, 

"(ijt has long been held that 'Pos- 

after its commission, justifies the. 

inference that the possession is guil- 

ty possession . . . ." United States 

v. Lefkowitz, 284 F.2d 310, 

Cir. 1560) (Emphasis supplied). 
Here, assuming arguendo the admissibility of the "Short - 
Over - Damage Reports" (E-10, E-26) to establish the fact 
of theft, the thefts occurred on April 26, 1973 and May 
25 - May 29, 1973 (see E-26 and E-10, respectively), and 
the proof of possession is the use of the tickets by two 
of Appellant's relatives on May 5, 1973 (E-1, E-2) and on 
June 25, 1973 (E-3 - E-5) by Steve Maltese. (A-117 - A-125). 
Perhaps fearful that the inference of knowledge from pos- 
session "of fruits of crime, recently after its commission", 
ibid., was attenuated or non-existent by the lapse of two 
weeks, the prosecution offered an eavesdropped telephone 
conversation to which Appellant was a party that occurred 
between one and one-half to three months after the posses- 
sion of the tickets.  (E-16 - E-23)(A-113, et seq.) Timely 
objection was made to the admissibility of that material 
where its sole relevance was on the issue of Appellant's 
knowledge of the fact of theft. (A-113 - A-114). Indeed, 
the trial court itself recognized that these subsequent 


criminal acts were offered solely for that purpose in ob- 


serving that "I would suppose it's clearly admissible on 


EE 


knowledge".  (A-1 - A-114).* The eavesdropped conver- 
sation received in evidence established Appellant's sub- 
sequent participation in transactions involving airline 
tickets from the same source as those contained in the 
indictment. 

Few decisions in this area have troublei to make 
the distinction between prior and subsequent criminal acts 
and between proof of such similar acts when the issue is 


knowledge, on the one hand, and when the issues are intent 


and motive, on the other hand. Appellant respectfully 
submits that where, as here, the sole issue is knowledge,-- 
in this case, knowledge of the fact of theft of che goods 
possessed,--evidence of subsequent criminal acts should not 
have been received in evidence. 

Perhaps the best explication of the rationale 
under] ving the distinctions that the Appellant would have 
this Court draw is set forth in the opinion in Niederluecke 


v. United States, 21 F.2d 511 (8th Cir. 1927), a case in- 


* While the trial court included the issues of motive and 
intent as an apparent afterthought (A-114, lines 9-10), in- 
tent and motive are not relevant or essential elements of 
the two crimes contained in the indictment. As well, the 
two cases upon which the trial court relied in receiving 
the materials in evidence (A-113, lines 22-24) seemingly 
recognized the distinction which the Appellant seeks this 
Court to draw: 
"Proof of later similar acts . 
. was admissible . . . in the trial 
court's discretion, for the limited 


lorio, e > 43 (2d Cir. 1972) 


(Per Curiam), cert.den., 405 U.S. 955 
(Emphasis supp + 


volving violation of the National Motor Vehicle Theft Act 
(18 U.S.C. $408) on November 16, 1925. The prosecution 
offered evidence of possession of another stolen car on 
December 7, 1925,--two weeks subsequent to the possession 
charged in the indictment,--to establish that at the time 
of the possession bottoming the charge in the indictment 
the accused had the requisite knowledge. In reversing a 
judgment of conviction, the Court stated, inter alia, "the 
later offense, being later in time, had no possible causal 
effect upon the commission of the former". Id. at 513. 
But axiomatically, a subsequent similar criminal act may 
well be admissible to evidence the intent with which an 
accused engaged in a prior criminal act for which he is 
on trial as, for example, where an accused uses the mails 
on successive occasions for the purpose of executing a 
scheme to defraud,--where his intent to defraud is essen- 
tial to the first mailing for which he is on trial. How- 
ever, subsequent knowledge, as a matter of logic, cannot 
by any feat of legerdemain relate back to establish know- 
ledge at the time of a prior possession of goods which were 
in fact stolen. As another Court noted, 

"knowledge is ‘information as to a fact. 

The act of knowing; clear perception of 

the truth; firm belief; information. ' 

While both intent and knowledge are re- 


cordations in the mental processes, in- 
tent is the ‘design, resolve, or deter- 
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mination' with which a person acts. 
While knowledge is concerned with a 
fact that has happened or occurred, 
it is information as to such fact. 
In other words, while one may have 
an intention to do something in the 
future, one cannot have knowledge of 
a fact at a certain time through 
some happening or occurrence that 
may take place in the future." Wit- 
ters v. United States, 106 F.2d 837, 
oC. Cit. 3). 


See, also, Roe v. United States, 316 F.2d 617, 623-624 (5th 
Cir. 1963); Waller v. United States, 177 F.2d 171 (9th Cir. 
1949). 

Given the record herein, the scle purpose to which 
the evidence of subsequent similar criminal acts could 
have been put by the Jury on the charges contained in the 
indictment was to establish that it was more likely than 
not that the Appellant committed those crimes charged in 


the indictment, an impermissible use of that evidence of 


other criminal acts. See Rule 404(b), Federal Rules of 


Evidence; Roe v. United Scates, supra at 623. 


CONCLUSION 
The judgment appealed from should 


be reversed and the matter remanded to 
the District Court for a new trial. _ 


Respectfully submitted, 


JONATHAN L. ROSNER 
Attorney for Appellant 
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authorized person at eir designated office. 


ositing true copies of sam | 
or official deposit er the exc i and custody 

= TS office department within the -State_ 
of ork. 


Names af attorneys served, together with the names 
of the clients represented and the attorneys' designated 


addresses. 
Davin Q. TRAGER Esa. 


UuiTED STATES 

ATTOR: Ue, Fen Few y yd 
U.S. CovRTHOSE 

2247 CcAOMW PLAZA EAST 
BRoOKLYY, V-V. 


Sworn „to before|me this 


Pita ak des : 


MICM AEL alo 


No 330908 
^ualifie re County LJ 
^ March 30, 1 


Commission Expires 


Notary 


